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Thomas. But since the publication of Sir John Marshall's archeologi-
cal evidence (JRAS. 1914, p. 973 ff., and 1915, p. 191 ff.), it has been
generally recognized that Kaniska cannot have been living in1* 58 b.c.
— Thomas, in JBAS. 1914, p. 413 f., suggested that the era dates from
the founding of the (oligarchical) "constitution of the Malava tribe;"
this interpretation of Malava-ganasihiti is disputed, and the theory
seems to have won few adherents.
Another theory was proposed by Marshall, JRAS 1914, 973 ff., and
has been accepted by many, including Rapson in the Cambridge
History of India, Vol. 1, pp. 571, 581 f. This is that the era of 58-57
b.c. was really founded by Azes I, the Qaka king of Gandhara. That
Azes ruled about 58 b.c. seems, indeed, quite well established. But
the theory that he founded an era seems to hang on a slender thread,
namely, on a disputed (and as it seems to me improbable) interpreta-
tion of the word ayasa in the Taksagila inscription publisht by Mar-
shall, I.e. If this word should turn out not to refer to an era "of
Azes,"1 there would be no evidence left for the founding of an era by
King Azes, nor any certain inscriptional or numismatic evidence from
early times for the existence of any era dating from 58 b.c. Even if
Marshall's and Rapson's interpretation of ayasa be right, some com-
placency is needed to accept the rest of the theory. No one knows
the exact date of Azes, nor that of the inscription in question. To
bring them into relation with the era of 58 b.c. may be tempting. But
the earliest certain inscriptions dated in this era agree with the unanim-
ous Hindu tradition in localizing the era in Malava. This alone might
make us hesitate; Taksagila is some distance from Malava. And we
should feel more comfortable about accepting the Azes theory, if
other dates in this era were found in the interval between 136 (the
Taksagila inscription) and 428 (the earliest date known in the "Malava
era")- The lack of any dates in this interval makes it appear that,
on the hypothesis assumed by Marshall and Rapson, this era of Azes,
used by Kaniska's immediate predecessor in Gandhara, was straight-
way thereafter replaced by the era of Kaniska, and apparently became
extinct in the Kushan empire, only to reappear, several centuries later,
1 A summary of various other interpretations that have been suggested is given by
Konow, Ep> Ind. 14 (1918), p. 286 f. It is only with diffidence that I venture to ax-
press an opinion on such a question; but the interpretation of Bhandarkar, hesitat-
ingly adopted by Konow l.c.» seems to me the most plausible, viz., that aya$a = Skt,
adytisya, "of the first (month Asa^ha)/* To be sure, pumosya would be the more
usual expression.

